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L Real Party in Interest 

The real party in interest is $chlumberger Technology Corporation. 

EL Related Appeals and Interferences 

The are no related appeals or iriterferenees 

tit Status of Claims 

The application includes claims 1-36 and 38. <3laimS 1— j 0t 15-29, J2^3&&nd 38 stand 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being i»^^tabl#dl^TJ.^lPWeii^N0*4,7H^J* issuedlo 
M»IMm;C'^nijei«l^jft-vi6w^fl^, Patent No. 6,454902 issued jo Streetman ("Streetman"). 

* N 

Claims 1 1-14, 30, and 31 stand rejected under 35 11S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Mtllheim in view of Streetman and further irv view of U.S. Patent 5,864,722 issued to Alvarado, 
et al ( u Alverado" ? )» 

Thus, all claims are rejected, arid the Applicant respectfully appeals the rejection of all of 
the claims (1-36, and 38). 

IV* Status of Amendments 

No amendments w$re madfe after the issuance of the firiW office action, 

V. Summary of Claimed Subject Matter 

The present application is diredted; .to- theautpiTiatk control of a drilling operation from an 
offsite control center. Each of the independent claims includes limitations that require that a 
drilling command, developed at an offsite control center, is transmitted to the wellsite and 
executed automatically - without further human intervention at the wellsite. 
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In general, the method claims m\m to A process that includes collecting data (%ellsite 
parameters' &m sensors; in the drilling system. Th§ data is transmitted to , an offsite control 
center, where it is analysed to determine drlHing commands for drilling the well according to 
plan. The commands are transmitted back to the wellsite and the well site setup is automatically 
changed based oh the command. The wellsite setup controls the drilling process, 

The application includes lour independent claims, I, 19, 33, and 36. The specific 
limitations in each claim is summarized below. 

A, Claim 1 

Claim 1 mlj&tes to a method for drilling at least-one Wellbore (1 1) from an offsite location 
(202). The wellborn ft I) is located at a wellsite (!) that includes a drilling rig (1 0) :\vith a 
downhole drilling tool (100). The method includes selectively ■advancing the drilling tool (100) 
into the earth to form the wellbore (1 1% where the tool is operated according to a wellsite setup 
and collecting wellsite parameters from sensors 7) positioned about the wellsite (11). 
The method also includes transmitting at leasta po^ to an offsite 

coittrol center (202) and perfonning an analysis of Finally, the method 

includes performing; an analysis of the wellsite -parMneters ^ adjusting the 

wellsite setup from the offsite center (202) based on the analysis of the wellsite parameters. 

B. Claim 19 

Claim 19 recites a system fro drilling a wellbore from an offsite location The system 
includes at least one wellsite (212a) and an. offsite control center (202). The wellsite (212a) 
includes a drilling assembly (222) with a drilling toot (224a) suspended from a rig via a drill 
string, Th$ drilling tool has a bit (e.g., I S in^ig; I) at ihe : downhole end that is adapted to 
advance into the earth to form the wellbpre (225;a).: The vveilsitp (212a) also include a plurality 
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of sensors (e.g., 6, 7, in Fig, I) disposed about the wellsite that are adapted to collect wellsite 
parameters and a wellsite transceiver for sending signals from and receiving signals at the 
wellsite. The offsite control center (202) includes a offsite transceiver for sending signals from 
and receiving signals at the offsite location, an offsite processor adapted tb generate an analysis 
of the wellsite parameters and make decisions in response and an offsite controller adapted to 
automat ically ^djust the wellsite setup accord ing to the: analysis of the wellsite parameters. The 
system also includes an offsite feomraunication link between the wellsite and offsite transceivers 
for passing signals, 

C. Claim 33 

Claim 33 recites a method for drilling at least one wellborn (225a) at a wellsite (2 1 2a) 
from an offsite location (202). The method includes selectively operating at least one drilling 
tool (224a) according to a wellsite setup to form the wellbore (225a), collecting wellsite 
parameters from a plurality of sensors; (e.g. 9 6, 7 in Fig; 1) positions about the wellsite (212a), 
selectively adjusting the wellsite setup at the wellsite: via a wellsite control unit (228a), 
transmitting a portion of the wellsite parameters to the wellsite to; an offsite; control center (202), 
and automatically adjusting the wellsife setup at the offsite control Renter based on an analysis of 
the wellsite parameters. 

I). Claim 36 

Claim 36 relates to a method for drilling at least one wellbore (225a) from an offsite 
location. The wellbore (225a) is located at a wellsite (212a) that includes a drilling rig (222) 

» 

with a downhole drilling tool (224a), The method includes selectively advancing the drilling 
tool (224a) into the earth to form the wellbore {225a), where the tool is, operated according to a 
wellsite setup and collecting wellsite parameters from sensors (e,g,, 6, 7 in Fig. I) positioned 
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about the wellsite. The method also includes transmitting at least a portion of the vvellsite 
parameters to an offsite control center (202) and performing an analysis of the wellsite 
parameters. The method includes performing an analysis of the wellsite parameters. The 
method include determining a drilling command at the offsite control center (202) in response to 
die wellsite parameters and transmitting the command from the offsite control center (202) to a 
surface control unit (228a) at the wellsite. Finally, the method includes automatically 
transmitting the drilling command from the surface control unit (228a) to the downhote drilling 
tool (224a), and implementing die drilling command at the dpwnhole too! (224a). 

E. Specification 

The specification describes an e^m^ |j. l- 

■ 

11), and the wellsite (I) is shown: in Figv 1. The wellsite (1) includes a drilling rig (10) and $ 
bottom hole assembly ("BHA") (100) which includes the drilling topis, Beginning In paragraph 
31 (pg. 15, IL 4-1 0); the specification discloses an offsite system (200) for controlling a drilling 
operation, as shown in Fig. 2. The offeite control center (202) in Fig. 2 is operatively connected 
to wellsites 2 12a, 212b, 2 12c, and 21 2d. 

Paragraph 4 (pg. ?, II. 13-15) discloses that a drilling tool is deployed into the earth from 
a drilling rig to create a wellbore. Referring to Fig, I > paragraphs 20 through 21 (pg, 8, 1 1 - pg. 
9, I. 1) disclose a drilling tool (3) that- Is =-^s]eetiv'e|y • .a#y%»cae»d: tfte. VfcJli*?** (II). The 
drilling tool (3) includes a drill string (12) and a drill hit ( 15) at the lower end of the drill string 
(12). Paragraph 28 (pg. 12, II. 21) discloses that the manipulation of a drilling Operation may be 
accomplished by actuating various valves, switches, and other devices that form a wellsite setup. 
The wellsite setup may be selectively adjusted to control the drilling operation. 
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Referring to Fig. I, paragraph 25 (pg; 10, 1. 12 - pg, I I, I. 5)discioses that sensors, such 
as cameras (6) and gauges (7) are disposed about the . surface systems: to provide information 
about the surface; Systems. Examples of parameters include standpipe pressure, hookload, depth, 
surface torque, and rotary RPM. Downhole sensors or gauges (%) provide information about the 
downhole condition, such as well bore pressure, weight on bit, torque oh bit, direction and 
inclination, collar RRM- tool an.d 'annular tem v peratures 1; atid t^ifece. Paragraph^ (pg. 1 1, 1. 6 - 
PS- 12 3 L I) discloses methods far, transmitting^ 

Referring to Fig. 2, paragraph 31 (pg. 15, IL 4-10) discloses that an offsite control center 
(202) is operatively connected to one or more wellsites {212a, 212b, 212c, and 212d). 
Paragraphs 36 and 37 (pg.. 17, L 4 - pg. 18, |, I) disclose various communication links between 
the offsite control center (202) and the one or more wellsites (212a, 212b, 212c, and 21 2d). 
Paragraph 39 (pg, 18, 1. 1.9 - pg. 19, I. 7) describes a wellsite transceiver (304 in Fig. 3), an 
offsite processor (302), and an offsite control tin it (202). Paragraph 40 (pg. 19, II. 8-18) 
describes an offsite transceiver (306 shown: in Pig. 3). Paragraph 41 (pg. 19, I. 9 - pg : 20, 1, 7) 
describes a communication link (2 1 4 in Fig. 2). 

Referring to Fig. J, paragraph 40 (pg. 19, II. ^18) discloses that the offsite control center 
receives information from the wellsites via a transceiver (306) and analyzes the wellsite 
parameters. Paragraph 47 (pg. 23, 11. 4-20) discloses that decisions may be made based on some 
or all of the data. The decisions may be used to design a drilling plan. Paragraph 48 (pg. 23, 1. 
21 - pg. 24 ? I. 6) discloses that commands may be sent to one or more drilling operations at the 
wellsites to adjust the wellsite setup. Paragraph 44 (pg. 2 1 , L 15 - pg. 22i 1 3) discloses 
automated sending of commands in response to that data. Paragraph 48 further discloses that 
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commands received at the wellsite may be implemented, which alters the drilling operation. As 
examples, the specification states drilling speed or trajectory may be adjusted. 

Further, the method in claim 1 is shown generally in Fig 4, which is discussed in the 
specification in paragraphs 46 through 47 (pg. 22, 1. 10 - pg. 23, 1. 20). 

VI. Grounds of Rejection to be Reviewed 

The grounds of rejection to be reviewed are as follows: 

(1) Whether the c^prnbination of Millheim arid Streetman teach or suggest 
automatically adjusting a wellsite setup from the pffsite, center, as recited in independent claims 
I and 33. 

' .* 

1 

(2) Whether the epmhi itatipn of Miilheim and StrjS etman teach qr suggest ^n offsite. 
controller adapted to automatically adjust the wellsite setup according to the analysis of the 
wellsite parameters, as recited in independent claim 19. 

. (3) Whether the combination of Millheim and Streetman te&ch or suggest 
automatically transmittihg the drilling command from tffc W&cc control unit to the downholc 
drilling tool, as recited in independent claim 36. 

(4) Whether Streetman may be properly combined with Millheim. 

VII. Argument 

A. Whether the combination of Milllieim and Streetman teach or suggest 
automatically adjusting a wellsite setup from the offsite center, as recited in 
independent claims 1 and 33. 

Independent claims 1 and 33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Millheim in view of Streetman. Obviousness under Section 103 i$ based on 
four factual inquiries: (1) the scope and content of the prior art; (2) the d ifferences between the 
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claims and the prior art; (3) the level of ordinary skill : in the relevant art; and (4) secondary 
considerations of non-obviousness. B E Goodrich Gov, Aircraft Braking Sys> Corp., 72 F.3d 
1577, 1582 (Fed, Cir. 1996). "To establish prima facie obviousness of a claimed invention, all 
the claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art." MPEP § 2143.03 (quoting In 

« 

re Royka, 409 F.2d 9? I (C.C.P.A. 1974)), 

Claims I arid 33 both recite the step of automatically adjusting the wellsite setup at the 
oftsite control center based on an analysis of "the wellsite parameters. Neither Millheim nor 
Strectman teach or suggest this limitation, and for that reason, the claims are allowable over the 
combination. 

Millheim teaches a method for drilling a well using predictive simulations. Drilling data 
may be transmitted on a real-time basis into a database; A monitoring facility may use the 
drilling data and, if desired, simulate future drilling actions: (Abstract); Milheim teaches 
perfbtroiripimulations to determine 

action is determined, it may be communicated to the wellsite "visually^ audially, and/or 
graphically." (Col. 1 1 , II. 4-12). In fact; Millheim states that "the decisions effecting the drilling 
operation of the well are made at the wellsite by the engineer" (Col. 1 0, II. 34-36, emphasis 
added), and that the engineers at the monitoring facility can very closely monitor the well and 
can help make decisions (Col. 10, II. 41-43). Thus, because the -corrective action taught in 
Millheim requires a human driller to receivei and implement the correcfive action, it does not 
disclose automatically adjusting the wellsite setup from the oftsite control center. 

in support of this conclusion, it is noted that the Examiner stated that Millheim does not 
disclose "automatically adjusting from an; offsite center." (Office Action dated February 13, 
2007 at 2). " 
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Streetman discloses a system for a on-demancl Control of flitids in a production well, that 
K * well from which hydrocarbon fluids are being pr«iueM aiid not dfliled (see col. 1, II, 13- 
21), The Applicant concedes that Streetman teaches controlling a large number of wells from a 
common site (read as an "offsite control center*). However, Streetman relates to control of a 
production well, and therefore does not teach or suggest ^ method for drilling at least one 
wellbore," as recited in claims I and 33. 

Because Millheim does hot teach ^automatically adjusting a wellsite setup," Streetman 
must show that limitation to render the claim unpatentable (see In re Royka, 409 F.2d 981 
(CXVP.A. 1974)). The Applicant believes Streetman is used to show automatic control; without 
regard for what is being controlled. Because Streetman does not teach or suggest "automatically 
adjusting a well site setups in a method for drilling a wellbore, it does not make up for the 
deficiencies of Millheim. 

Thus, independent claims 1 and 33 are allowable over the xombinatipn of Millheim and 
Streetman. 

B. Whether the combination of Millheim and Streetman teach or suggest an offsite 
controller adapted to automatically adjust the wellsite setup according to the 
analysis of thrweH^ in claim 19. 

Claim 19 stands rejected under 35 U.S.G. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Millheim 
in view of Streetman. The same standard is applied here as in (I), above, namely that all the 
claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art: 

The descriptions of Millheim and Streetman from section (I) above are incorporated 
here, Claim 19 recites a system for drilling a wellbore from an tiftsite location, and it includes 
the limitation of an offsite: controller that is adapted to automatically adjust the wellsite setup 
according to the analyst of the wellsite parameters. 
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As discussed above, Millheim does, not teach or suggest automatically adjusting a 
wellsite setup from an offsite control center: For the same reasons stated above, Streetman does 
not make up tor this deficiency. Thus, claim 19 is allowable over the combination of Millheim 
and Streetman, 

C Whether the combination of Millheim and Streetman teach or suggest 
automatically transmitting the drilling command from the surface control unit to 
the down hole drilling tool. 

Glatm: 36 stands rejected undei: 35 U.S.C. § tG3(a) as being unpatentable over Millheim 
in view of Streetman, The same standard is applied here as in (1), above, namely that all the 

claim limitations must be taught or suggested by the prior art. 

* . * 

The descriptions: of Millheim and Streetman from section (I) above are incorporated 

here, Claim 36 recites a method for drilling at least One wellbore from an offsite location. The 
method includes the steps of automatically transmitting the drilling command from the surface 
control unit to the downhole drilling tool, and implementing thje drilling command at the 
downhole tool. 

* 4 

As discussed above, Millheim requires human intervention at the wellsite and therefore 
does not teach or suggest automatfteal ly transmitting a drilling command, recfci veil from an offsite 
control center, from the surface control unit to a do tbol 

Streetman relates to a production welL It cloies riot: teach or suggest: a drilling command 
or sending a drilling command to a drilling tool. Therefore, it does not teach or suggest 
automatically transmitting a drilling command to a drilling tool, as recited in the claim. Thus, 
claim 36 is allowable over the combination of Millheim and Streetman, 
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1>. Whether Streetman may be properly combined with Miljheim, 

Streetman may ri$t?. : be •Qbmbined'.wJt6 •Mfl)he8t»; , J^tee i tM* .fe:u$ rational or reasoning 

to support th^ coiTtbiiicition of these two references. W»(aCife^ir -ftHl^pcifMiiis. this, conclusion is the fact 
that Streetman is from a non-analogous ait, 

The legal framework for determining whether there is a teaching, suggestion, or 
motivation to combine references used in an obviousness rejection has been called into question 
by the Supreme Court. KSRM'lCo. v. Te/vflex/fm, W'S&t 1 72? (2007). Nonetheless, there 
must still be "some articulated reasoning with spirit jatfenal underpinning to support the legal 
conclusion of obviousness." Id, at 1741 (%u*0jtii|-^Tfe. Mihn r 441 H34 977, 988 (Fed. Cir. 
2006)), "jHjowever, the analysis need not seek out precise teachings directed to the specific 
subject matter of the challenged claims, for a court can take account of the inferences and 
creative steps that a person of ordinary skill in the art mm id employ," M 

The Court explained: 

As is clear from cases such as Adams, a patent Composed of several 
elements is not proved obvious merely by demonstrating that each of its 
elements was, independently, known in the prior art. Although common 
sense directs one to look with care at a patent application that claims as 
innovation the combination of twa known devices according to their 
established functions, it can? be important to identify a reason that would have 
prompted a person of ordinary skill in the relevant Bold to combine the 
elements in the Way the claimed new invention does: This is so: because 
inventions in most, if not all, instances rely Mpon building blocks long since 
uncovered; and claimed discoveries almost of necessity will be combinations 
of what, In some sense, is already known. 

[hi, emphasis added] 

"[TJhe examiher must show reasons that the skilled artisan, confronted with the same 
problems as the inventor and with no knowledge of the claimed invention, would select the 
elements from the cited prior art references for combination m the manner claimed/' In re 
Roujfct, 149 ;P.3d 1350, 1357 (Fed. Cir. 1998). Where the examiner does not. explain the 
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"specific understanding or principle" that would motivate a person haying skill; to make the 
combination, "this court infers that the examiner selected these references with the assistance of 
hindsight:" MM 1357. 

The Examiner has not put fdrm articulated reasoning or rational underpinning to support 
the legal conclusion of obviousness. Nq reason has been identified that would have prompted a 
person having ordinary skill in the art to combine the references; as the Supreme Court has 

» 

suggested is important. Because no sueh reason has been^tiprth^the combination of Streetman 
with Miflheim constitutes impermissible Hindsights 

Further, "[t]he scope of the prior art has been defined as that: ^^nabjy pertinent to the 
particular problem with which the inventor was involved."' Stramjkx, Inc. y, Aeroquip Corp., 
713 F.2d 1530, 1535 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (quotingy* -m Wood; 599 F,2d 1032, 1036 (C.C.P.A. 
1979)). s "jn order to rely on a reference as a basis for rejection of an applicant's; invention, the 
reference must either be in the field of applicant's endeavor or, if noty then be reasonably 
pertinent to the padictilar problem with which the invention was concerned/ 1 ' MPEP 
§2141^ 

In the most mm rejection, thfeExM art 
by stating, ^hen a successful vvelf is dnHed^ thereby linking drilling to completion/' (Office 
Action dated February 13, 2007 at 4). This statement merely links drilling and completion In 
that a well must; be drilled before; it is produced. It does not provide any reasoning or rational 
underpinning that supports combining the references and the legal conclusion of obviousness, 
and it does not provide a reason that would have pmrttpted a person of ordinary skill in the 
relevant field to cc^bine the elements in the way incited in the claims 

n 
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The statement also does not indicate how the problem in Streetman relates to the problem 
to be solved by the Applicant. Streetman relates to the control of a production well, which is not 
in tM Applicants field of endeavor, arid it is not related to the pi&blem the Applicant was trying 
to solve. In particular, the control of a production well is so different from the control of a 
drilling operation, the a person having ordinary* skill in #e art would not look to Streetman to 
solve a drilling control problem. 

In support of this, the Applicant has submitted the^ Declaration olJairhes Belaskie Under 
37 C.F.R. § 1.132. Mr. Belaskie has personal knowledge of the skill in the art, and he states that 
a person having ordinary skill in the art; when confi^nting the same problem as the inventors, 
would not look to Streetman because Streetman is from an unrelated art. In fact, Mr. Belaskie 
states: that- the measurements needed for production control are in the order of one to few 
measurements per day, and the control signals are transmitted in the same time frame, at most a 
few control signals per day. The issue of data transmission latency can be ignored in production 
control, to control a drilling operation, m^$urem^rits are needed remotely on the order of every 
second to every three seconds, Latency In the data and control communications is a dominant 
feetpr in the design of a remote control drilling system. Someone designing a drilling control 
system would look to systems where data and control signal transmission latency is a significant 
portion of the needed frequency for measurements and control signals. Latency is such a small 

i ■ ■ 

portion of the needed frequency for measurements for prqduction control that i t can be ignored. 

Thus, Streetman cannot be combined with Streetman because there is no articulated 
reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness. 
Evidence of this can be found in the fact that no specific understanding or principle for 
combining the references has been provided. Further* the Declaration of James Belaskie states 
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the differences between the problems solved by Streetman and by the Applicant. Because of the 
differences, Streetman is non-analogous art and cannotbe properly combined with Millheim. 

VIII. Conclusion 

The claims in this application are alio wab|| over the combination of Millheim and 
Streetman because: (1) the combination does not teach or; suggest all of the limitations that are 
recited in the claims; and (2) the references are not properly combinable. As to the latter, no 
articulated reasoning with some rational underpinning to support the legal conclusion of 
obviousness has been provided. In addition, Streetman is from a non-analogous are, providing 
further evidence that the combination is improper. Thus,/Jhe independent claims are allowable 
over Millheim is view of Steetmdm 

Please apply any charges not covered or any credits, to Deposit Account 19-0610 
(Reference Number 19.0372). 




2Q0;GjlUngham Lane,MD9 
Sugar Land, TX 77478 



Telephone: (281 ) 2S5.TO4 
Facsimile: (281) 285.8821 
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IX. Claims Appendix 

! , (Original) A method for drilling at least one weilbore from an offsite location, the 
at least one weilbore located at a wellsite having a drilling rig with a downhole drilling toot 
suspended therefrom, comprising: 

selectively advancing.the downhole drilling tool into the earth to form xht at least one weilbore, 

the downhole drilling tool operated according to a wellsite setup; 
coltecting wellsite parameters from a plural ity of sensors positioned about the wellsite; 
-transmitting at least a portion of the wellsite parameters, to anoffsitc control center; 
performing an analysis of the wellsite parameters; and, 

automatically adjusting. the wellsite set up Item the offeite: center based on j^e analysis of the 
wellsite parameters, 

2. (Original) The method of claim I, further comprising manually adjusting the 
wellsite setup at the wellsite. 

* 

3. (Original) The method of claim 1 , further comprising; automatically adjusting the 
wellsite setup at the wellsite. 

4. (Original) The method of claim 3, wherein the automatic adjustments are made by 
one of a surface Control unit, a dpwiihole control unit and combinations thereof 

.5 :. (Original) The method of claim I , wherein at least a portion of the sensors are 
positioned about one of a surface system ofthewells^ the 
weilbore and an adjacent formation and combinations thereof. 

6, (Ori ginal) The^ method of claim I, further c^mprisirig ^taMlshii^ ah offsite 
communication link between the oiffsite control center and the wdllsite. 

i - n - 

w 
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% (Original) The method of claim 6, wherein the ofeite communication link is 
between the offsite control center and a surface control unit at the wellsite. 

& (Original) the method of claim 7, further comprising • estpishing ari onsite 
communication link between the surface control unit and one of a surface system of the wellsite, 
a downhole system of the wellsite, and combinations thereof 

9. (Original) The method of claim 6, wherein the offsite;.communication link is 
between the offsite control center and the downhole tool. 

1 0. (Original) The method of claim 1, further comprising establishing a wellsite 
communication link between one or more wellsiies. 

1 1 ♦ (Original) The method of claim 1 , farther comprising deploying a downhole tool 
into the wellbore. 

12. (Original) The method of claim 11, wherein at least a portion of the sensors are 
positioned about the downhole tool, 

13. (Original) The method of claim 1 1 , wherein the drill tog tool is removed prior to 
deploying the downhole tool, and reinserted after the removal of the downhole tool, 

14. (Original) The method of claim 1 1, wherein the downhole tool is one of a wireline 
tool, a coi led tubing ml a rapid fbrniation te^eribol, an electromagnetic tool and combinations 
thereof 

1 1 (Original) The method of claim \, wherein the parameters are transmitted via one 
of satellite, cable, telecommunication lines, internet, radio, microwaves and combinations 
thereof. 

16, (Original) The method of claim I, wherfein the transmitting and adjusting steps are 
performed in real time. 
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171 (Original) The method of claim 1, wherein the transmitting and adjusting steps are 
performed at intervals. 

1 8. (Original) The method of claim 1 , wherein the drilling tool is one of a 
measurement while drilling tool, a logging while drilling tool, a wireline drilling tool, a casing 
drilling tool and combinations thereof, 

19; (Original) A system fbr drilling a wellborn from an o® ite location, comprising: 
at least one wel Isitc, comprising: 

a drilling assembly comprising a drilling tool suspended a rig Via a drill string, the 

dri lling-tool having a bit at a downholc end thereof adapted to advance into the 

earth to form the wfellbore; 
a plurality of sensors disposed about the atleast one wellsite, the sensors adapted to 

col lect wellsite parameters; and 
a wellsite transceiver for sending signals from and receiving signals at the at least one 

wellsite: 

an offsite control center, comprising; 

an ofisite .transceiver 'for sending signals from and giving si|ntf Is at the' .offsite 
location; 

* 

an offsite processor adapted to generate an analysis of the vrell$ite paramifers and make 

decisions in response thereto; and 
an offsite controller adapted to automatically acyustthe wellsite setup. according to the 

analysis of the we l lsi te parameters; and 
an ofisite communication link between the wellsiie an&offsl.te transceivers for passing signals 
therebetween, 
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20. . (Original JThe system otclafim 

processor adapted to: analyze the wellsite parameters and make decisions^ response thereto; 

21 . (Original) The system of claim 1 9, wherein the wel lsite further comprises a 
surface control unit adapted to adjust the wellsite setup.: 

22> (Original) The system of clai m 2,1 , /wherein the surface control automatically 
adjusts the wellsite setup, 

23 . (Original) The system of claim 21, wherein the surface control unit manually 
adjusts the wellsite setup. 

24 (O ri grnal) Fhe sy^m o f ^ iaiiii C9; 3$9N$9 the wellsite turttier^mprisesa 

* iL 

suriface; system and a downhofe system, the dp wnhofe ^i |) ul£ tppl fm^m at (east a portion of 
the do wnhole system. 

25 . (Original) The system of claim 24, itorther comprkihg; a surface communication 
link between the surface system and thMo 

26. (Original) The system of claim 24, positioned 
at one of the surface systemy the:downhote 

27. (Qriginal) the system of Claim 19; wherein the pffsite center further comprises at 
leastpne monitor for d i isplay i ng the vyel Is he pammetieTSv 

2& S*rjgiMl) f He §^ communication link 

between transceivers at one or more websites for passing; signals tferebetween. 

29. (Original) The system of claim 1 9, wherein die ofTsite communication link 
comprises one of satellite, cable, teieepmmunicattoa microwaves and 

combinations thereof. 

Page 19 of 25 



i 



Appeal Brief Dated July 13, 2007 

30. (MginaiJ Che system of claim 19* wherein ifeat least one wells* te further 
comprises ardownhole tool poSitidna&le in (lie wfellb©^^ disposed 
about the downhole toot 

3 1 . (Original ) The system of dairn 30, wherein the downhole tool is one of a wireline 
tool y a coi led tubing tool \ a rapid ferrnation-tester tool,: an electromagnetic tool and combinations 
thereof. 

32 . (Qrigina j) The method of claim 19, whereiiilhe M 1 1 ing tool 1$ one of a 
measurement while drillmg tool, a I^ging^htie diFillirig tofe^l , a wii^l lite dril ling tool, a casing 

* 

drill ing tool and eomhinatibns thereof: 

33. (Original A method fof drM a wellsite from an offsite 
location, comprising: 

selectively operating at least one drilling tool accord wellsite setup to Jfbrm theafrieast 
onewellbore; 

collecting \N?ellsite parameters from a plurality of sensors -positioned about the af least one 

. * 

wellsite; 

seile^^^'^u^ii^lht Ayellslte setup at the weliite^^^ 
tratismiiting at l^t a poftion ^the we^ 

. ?. 

cetlter;: 

automatic attlie offi on an analysi s of the 

wellsite parameters; 
34: (Original) The method olaim^/^nli^ eon^isfa^ 

setup at the wel{$ite* 
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35. (Original) Them^ 

■ 

wellsite setup aj the wellsite. 

36. (Previously Presented) A method for drilling at least one weilbore from an offsite 
location, the at least one ^etlbore located at a wellsite having ad rilling rig with adownhole 
drilling tool suspended therefrom, comprising: 

selectively advancing the downhole drilling tool into the earth to form the at least one weilbore, 

the downhole drilling tool operated according to a wellsite setup; 
collecting wellsite parameters from a plurality of sensors positioned about the wellsite; 
transmitting at least a portion of the weilsite parameters to an off'sitc control center; 
performing an analysis of the wellsite pamm^ters; 

determining a drilling com mand at the o ffsi te control center in response to the wellsite 
parameters; 

transmitting the drilling command from the o ffsi te control center to a.surface control unit at the 
wellsite; 

automat ically transmitting the drilling; command ftom the ^urfaee pontrpl unit to the downhole 

drilling topi; and 
implementing the drilling command at the downhofe drilling Sq0|. 

37. (Cancelled). 

38. (Previously Presented) The method of claim 36, wherein implementing the drilling; 
command comprises changing the we I Is ite setup; 
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X. Evidence Appendix 

The declaration .of James Belaskie under 35: C.F.R. § MM is included in this appendix. 
The declaration is dated April 12* 2007, and it was submitted with the Response that was filed on 
April 13* 2007, The Examiner noted the Dec laration James Belaskie in !^e Advisory Action 
that was mailed on April 27, 2007. 
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IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICB 



10/708,406 
Garcia, e/ al 
03/01/2004 



Confirmation No.: 2405 



Matthew 1 Smith 



Docket No.: 19;0372 
Customer No.: 23718: 

Title: WBLLBORE DRILLING SYSTEM AND 



Declaration of James Belaskio Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.132 



I, James Belaakie, declare that all of the statements below are of my own knowledge, are true, 
and that ail statements made on informatiott and belief are believed to be true. I : further declare 
that these statements are made with the knowledge that willful false statements are punishable by 
fine, imprisonment, or both under 18 U.S.C. § 1001, and that willful false statements may 
jeopardize the validity of the above-named patent application or any patent issued thereon. 

1. I am over the age of eighteen, suffer no legal disabilities, have personal knowledge of the 
fects set forth in this declaration, and am competent to testify. 

2. I have a Bachelor of Applied Science, Mechanical Engineering. University of Toronto, 



3. I have twenty-four years of expericncCi all in the drilling domain, with assignments 
ranging from field engineer to prodjict developtnent to drilling research. I am currently 
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the world-wide drilling engineering special interest group leader for Schlumberger, and I 
have had this position for the last 3 years. 

4. I am an employee of Sehlumborger Technology Corporation, die assignee of the present 
application. 

5. The measurements needed for production control are in the order of one to few 
measurements per day, and the control signals are transmitted in the same time frame, at 
most a few control signals per day. The issue of data transmission latency can be ignored 
in production control. To control a drilling operatibh, measurements are needed remotely 
on the order of ever second to every three seconds. Latency in the data and control 
communications is a dominant fector in the design of a remote control drilling system. 
Someone designing a drilling control system would look to systems where data and 
control signal transmission latency is a significant portion of the needed frequency for 
measurements and control signals. Latency is such a small portion of the needed 
frequency &r measurements for eduction contr61#at it can be ignored. 

6. In view of differences between drilling and production, it is my belief that a person 
having ordinary skill in the art of well drilling control, concerned wilh the problem of 
automatically adjusting the wellsite setup from an offsite location, would not look to any 
reference that concerned the control of a production well, because the control of a 
production well is not an analogous art to the control of a drilling operation, Specifically, 
U.S. Patent No. 6,45002 issued to Streetman C'Streetman*) is concerned with the 
control of a production well and a person having ordinary skill inthe drillmg control art 
would not look to Streetman to solve any drilling problem because Streetman is from an 
unrelated art. 
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XI. Related Proceedings Appendix 

'Thcre;ar^ proceedings. 
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